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PREFACE. 


“All Scripture is given by inspiration of God,” 
“that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly 
furnished unto all good works” (2 Tim. 3:16, 17). 
Then the Scriptures will assuredly make plain 
what a New Testament church is. If the Scrip- 
tures teach what a New Testament church is, then 
it is the only divine institution or organization on 
the earth—all others are of human origin. Three 
questions, therefore, arise: 


First, have any of God’s redeemed people the 
right to change a New Testament church? 


Second, have any of God’s redeemed people 
the right, because of father, mother, husband or 
wife, because of business relations, social ties or 
political influence, to put their lives, their in- 
fluence, in an institution that is not a New Testa- 
ment church, any institution that rivals or ap- 
poses a New Testament church? 

Third, is an institution that has changed the 
New Testament church teaching, that is of human 
origin, really a New Testament church? 

By some, possibly by many, these questions 
may be considered as of minor importance, or of 
no consequence. But if it was of sufficient im- 
portance for the Spirit, by inspiration, to put 
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on record what a New Testament church is, sure- 
ly it is of sufficient importance for every re- 
deemed man or woman to bow to that inspiration. 
Who is he that has grown so great that he has 
the right to trifle with the Spirit’s record as to 
the New Testament church? 

Further, is it honest, is it truthful, to pray 
“Thy will be done” and not do His will when 
we know what His will is? 

From love for Him who redeemed us from 
all iniquity (Titus 2:14) every redeemed one 
should bow to His recorded will as to a New 
Testament church, as well as to all other things. 
But further, He Himself said: ‘Whosoever there- 
fore shall break one of these least commandments, 
and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least 
in the Kingdom of heaven.” Earth’s standards 
and earth’s greatnesses shall shrivel and fade 
away in the blaze of the Judgment Day. “If 
any man’s work shall be burned, he shall suffer 
loss; but he himself shall be saved.” 

Redeemed reader, shall you meet your Re- 
deemer and say, “Lord, your inspired Word did 
not make plain enough for me to find out what 
‘a New Testament church was?” Or shall you 
say, “I loved father, mother, husband or wife 
more than you?” Or shall you say, “I put social 
position, business advantage, or political influence 


6 THE NEW TESTAMENT CHURCH. 


above your will?” Not long, and you will meet 
Him face to face. 

Let the reader give careful, prayerful atten- 
tion to the closing two chapters, by B. H. Carroll 
of the South and R. S. MacArthur of the North. 


-T. T. MARTIN. 
Blue Mountain, Miss. 


INTRODUCTION. 


The author is known as one of our greatest 
Gospel preachers, and is an evangelist second 
to none. His tracts and books have had a de- 
servedly wide circulation, and they will be read, 
more and more, with the passing years. 

In this little volume the author is at his 
best, and has made a real contribution to the lit- 
erature of this great subject. Baptists, of all 
people, should have an intelligent conception of 
the origin, nature and obligations of New Testa- 
ment churches. It is the profound conviction of 
the writer that a large portion of our difficulties 
have come from a false definition of a church. 

One’s conception of a church should naturally 
determine his erclgsiastical alignment and de- 
nominational behavior. Should the author’s idea 
of a church prevail, it will prove a mighty impetus 
to Baptist development and progress. May the 
blessings of the Head of Churches rest richly upon 
it. 

J. W. PorTER, D. D., LL. D. 


CHAPTER I. 


THE NEW TESTAMENT CHURCH. 
By T. T. Martin, Evangelist. 


Jesse B. Thomas, in his great book, “The 
Church and the Kingdom,” has forever settled 
the matter that the church emphasized in the New 
Testament is not universal invisible nor, the 
universal visible church, but a local, visible body. 
It will be many a day before any intelligent man 
even attempts to reply to the book, and no one will 
ever really reply to it. The Catholic or 
Episcopalian who, in order to establish the claim 
of a universal visible church, will attempt to reply 
to the book, will have a task second only in hope- 
lessness to that of the Baptist, Plymouth Brother, 
Methodist or Presbyterian, who has to attempt to 
reply to it to show that the universal invisible 
church is the one emphasized in the New Testa- 
ment. And the one who has been driven from 
the wild, baseless claims for the universal invisible 
church to talking and writing much about “The. 
Kingdom” will, in trying to reply to the book, 
find on his hands an equally hopeless task in try- 


ing to identify the New Testament church and 
the Kingdom. 
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But some things need to be emphasized con- 
cerning the New Testament church. The New 
Testament church is not to be known or to be 
identified by a name, but by doctrines; for the 
church is “the pillar and ground of the truth” 
(1 Tim. 3:15). Our Disciple friends, founded by 
Alexander Campbell, though their convention has 
designated the name as “The Disciples,” persist, 
especially in the South, in calling themselves “The 
Christian Church,” making the baseless claim 
that that is the New Testament name for the 
church, arguing that the church is the Bride and 
the Savior is the Bridegroom, and that the Bride 
ought always to be called by the Bridegroom’s 
name. That does not always follow. And if it 
did, His name was not Christ; that was His of- 
fice or calling; “Thou shalt call His name Jesus” 
(Matt. 1:21); and so our Disciple friends, to be 
consistent, should call themselves “Jesuits” and 
not the “Christian Church.” Besides, the mar- 
riage of the Bride and the Bridegroom has not 
yet come, and it is always suspicious when a 
woman persists in calling herself by the name of 
a man before she is married to him. But the Dis- 
ciples in the South persist in trying to force the 
name “The Christian Church” on the people, for 
the evident purpose of catching people with a 
name instead of the doctrines. Their chief doc- 
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trine is that baptism (immersion) is for (in the 
sense of “in order to”) the remission of sins. If 
that is true, then the rank and file of Methodists 
and Presbyterians have no remission of sins, and 
hence are going to hell; and this issue ought to be 
faced honestly and squarely. As a matter of fact, 
to call the Disciples “The Christian Church” 
means that Methodists and Presbyterians and 
others are not Christians, and Baptists and others 
ought to have the Christian manhood not to be 
browbeaten into any such thing. 

Only two doctrines are essential to a New 
Testament church. Other doctrines are impor- 
tant, precious, but only two are essential to a New 
Testament church. They are the way of salvation 
and the way of baptism. The commission makes 
this clear. Matt. 28:19, 20, R. V.: “Go ye there- 
fore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing 
them.” A body of people holding these two doc- 
trines and in this New Testament order may be 
in error on other doctrines; yet it is a New Testa- 
ment church. A body of people may hold all other 
New Testament doctrines, yet if it fails to hold 

either of these, or fails to hold them in the New 
_ Testament order, it is not a New Testament 
church. This needs to be kept clearly and con- 
tinually in mind. For instance, if there is in the 
West a church called a “Baptist Church” that 
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holds immersion for baptism, but does not hold 
the New Testament way of salvation, then it is 
not a New Testament church. If there is a 
church in New York or England called a “Baptist 
Church” that holds the New Testament way of 
salvation, but does not hold immersion as baptism, 
then it is not a New Testament church. If there 
is a church called a “Baptist Church” that holds 
the New Testament way of baptism, but that one 
ought to be baptized before being saved, then it 
is not a New Testament church. 


CHAPTER II. 
FIRST NEW TESTAMENT CHURCH DOCTRINE. 


The first of the only two essential doctrines 
to a New Testament church is the way of salva- 
tion, the way to make a disciple. 

When, the only time the question is asked 
in the New Testament, it was asked, “What must 
I do to be saved?” the answer was, “Believe on 
the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved” 
(Acts 16:31). This can only mean to believe on 
Him in His real character. For one to believe on 
Him as a demon, or as having come simply to 
show how to raise children, or to run civil gov- 
ernment, is not for one to be saved; and for a 
church to hold as a doctrine that one is to believe 
on Him in any one of these characters to be saved, 
is for it not to be a New Testament church. His 
real character is as Savior through real redemp- 
tion: “The Lord hath laid on Him the iniquity of 
us all” (Isa. 58:6); “Christ died for our sins” 
(1 Cor. 15:3). Then no one is saved who does 
not believe on Him in this character, and no body 
of people is a New Testament church that does not 
hold this doctrine. 

Only as Deity could He be a real Redeemer ; 
for one dime can only redeem one dime, but one 
dollar can redeem ten dimes. If He were only man 
He could only redeem one man. But as Deity He 
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could redeem the whole race; hence “Behold a 
virgin shall conceive and bear a Son and shall 
call His name Immanuel (God with us)” (Isa. 
7:1); hence Jesus said, “If ye believe not that 
I am” (the title of Deity) “ye shall die in your 
sins” (John 8:24). Then no one is saved, re- 
deemed, who does not believe in the Deity of Jesus 
Christ, and no body of people is a New Testament 
church that does not believe in the Deity of Jesus 
Christ. 


But the question comes, From how many of 
our sins does He redeem us? Titus 2:18, 14, “Our 
Savior Jesus Christ who gave Himself for us that 
He might redeem us from all iniquity.” Then 
no one is saved who does not believe on Him as 
a complete Redeemer, as Redeemer from all in- 
iquity ; and no body of ‘people is a New Testament 
church that does not hold that the sinner must 
believe on Christ as complete Redeemer, as Re- ~ 
deemer from all iniquity, in order to be saved. But 
no church which believes that the believer must 
join a certain church or be baptized or live a cer- 
tain kind of life, in order to be saved, holds the 
doctrine that Jesus is Redeemer from all iniquity. - 
- Then none of these are New Testament churches. 
In such a body of professing Christians there may 
be, there doubtless are, saved people. But as a 
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church it does not hold the doctrine of complete 
redemption, from all iniquity, one of the essential 
doctrines to a New Testament church. 


Note—Included in this first essential doctrine 
of a New Testament church are two others, repent- 
ance and regeneration. Repentance, an entire 
change of mind and purpose, turning from sin and 
from all self-righteousness, as a helpless, lost sin- 
ner, and turning to God, comes before faith in 
Christ. “Repent and believe the Gospel.” Then 
when one has believed on Christ he is born again: 
“Whosoever beileveth that Jesus is the Christ is 
born of God” (1 John 6:1). 


CHAPTER III. 
SECOND NEW TESTAMENT CHURCH DOCTRINE. 


The first essential doctrine, then, to a New 
Testament church, as is shown by the Great Com- 
mission, is the way of salvation, the way to make a 
disciple. 


The other essential doctrine to a New Testa- 
ment church is baptism. When our Savior was 
baptized He said: “Suffer it to be so now, for 
thus it becometh us to fulfill all righteousness” 
(Matt. 3:15). The word “thus” has but one 
meaning; it means, in this way. Then only “thus,” 
in this way, can one be baptized. Of all the vaga- 
ries of religious beliefs and controversies, no one 
ever claimed that Jesus was baptized in four dif- 
ferent ways, though the world claims that there 
are four ways to be baptized. If when the Savior 
was baptized He was immersed, then nothing 
else is baptism; for he said “thus.” If when He 
was .aptized, some other act than immersion was 
performed, then immersion is not baptism, for 
he said “thus.” If immersion is not baptism, 
what is the sense of “going down into the water” 
to sprinkle or pour a little water on a person? 
What is the sense of “Buried with Him in bap- 
tism”’? What is the sense of ‘Raised in the like- 
ness of His resurrection’? If immersion is not 
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baptism, what is the sense of “He baptized Him’? 
(Acts 8:38). He could not have sprinkled Him; 
he could not have poured Him. It does not say 
“He baptized on Him,” you sprinkle or pour the 
water; but it says “he baptized Him.” Then he 
immersed Him. 

If immersion is not baptism, if it is not the 
way Jesus was baptized (and He certainly was not 
baptized in four different ways, and He said 
“thus”), why will all denominations who teach 
sprinkling or pouring for baptism, receive one who 
has been immersed without resorting to what they 
call baptism? But it is claimed that this is 
“broad” and “liberal,’”’ and that Baptists are “nar- 
row” and “bigoted” not to return the courtesy. 
The other man has no right to be liberal with my 
pocket book, and this is God’s truth that we are 
dealing with. 

If immersion is not the way Jesus was ed 
tized (and remember that He said “thus”; then 
that is the only way) why would John Calvin, 
who started a new denomination that teaches that 
immersion is not baptism, say plainly that the 
New Testament teaches immersion? “The very 
word baptize signifies to immerse, and it is cer- 
tain that immersion was the practice of the an- 
cient church” (John Calvin’s “Institutes” Book 4, 
Chapter 15). Why would John Wesley, whose 
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work resulted in another great denomination that 
teaches against immersion, say that the New Test- 
ament teaches immersion for baptism? “ ‘Buried 
with Him,’ alluding to the ancient manner of bap- 
tizing by immersion” (John Wesley, Notes on 
Rom. 6:4). Why would Martin Luther, who 
started another great denomination that teaches 
- that immersion is not baptism, say that the New 
Testament teaches immersion for baptism? “The 
term ‘baptism’ is Greek; in Latin it would be 
translated ‘mersio’ since we immerse anything 
into water that it may be covered with the water” 
(Martin Luther, Works Vol. 1, p. 71, Wit. 1582). 
Why would the Catholic church come out and tell 
that they changed baptism from immersion to af- 
fusion, as they did at the council of Ravenna? 
Cardinal Gibbons in ‘“‘The Faith of Our Fathers,” 
p. 275: “Since the Twelfth Century, the practice of 
affusion has prevailed in the Catholic church, as 
this manner is attended with less inconvenience 
than baptism by immersion.” It is a pitiable sight 
to see Presbyterians, Methodists and Lutherans 
going wild over “The Menace” (and that paper 
is doing a great work) for opposing and expos- 
ing the errors of the Roman Catholic church, and 
then turn and meekly take for baptism what the 
Roman Catholic church has substituted for what 
our Savior did and taught; and then after fasten- 
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ing it on their helpless children, tell them it is a 
terrible sin to ever repudiate this substitute for 
what our Savior did and the New Testament 
teaches. 

If, now, baptism is one of the essential doc- 
trines of a New Testament church, then no body of 
people which does not hold this doctrine is a New 
Testament church; and no body of people that does 
not hold immersion of a person after he is saved 
by believing on the Lord Jesus Christ, is a New 
Testament church. There may be, and there 
doubtless are, many saved people in such bodies 
of professed Christians; but they are not a New 
Testament church. 


CHAPTER IV. 
BAPTIST CHURCHES HOLD THESE DOCTRINES. 


It has been shown that two doctrines only are 
essential to a New Testament church, and that 
these are the way of salvation, believing on Christ 
_ as complete Redeemer from all iniquity, and bap- 

tism. Surely it will not be denied by any intel- 
ligent person that Baptists hold these two coc- 
trines, and no other body of professing Christians 
hold both of these doctrines. Not all bodies of 
professing Christians who are called Baptists hold 
these two doctrines; then not every body of peo- 
ple that is called a “Baptist church” or that calls 
itself a “Baptist church” is a real New Testa- 
ment church; but, as a rule, Baptist churches do 
hold these two doctrines. 

Now, the Savior promised on two occasions 
that there should be real New Testament churches 
on the earth till He should come back again. 

In Matthew 16:18, Jesus said: ‘Upon this 
rock I will build my church and the gates of hell 
shall not prevail against it.” The New Testament 
church cannot be identical with the “church in the 
wilderness”; for Jesus would have had to say, “I 
am building” or “I have built,” instead of “I will 
build.” He could not have meant the universal 
invisible church; for again He would have had 
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to say, “I am building” instead of “I will build.” 
Further, the only other occasion on which the 
Savior used the word church before His resurrec- 
tion and ascension was in Matthew 18:17; and 
there it absolutely means a local body of believ- 
ers. (And this was before Pentecost; hence the 
church was in existence before Pentecost.) After 
His resurrection and ascension, to John on the Isle 
of Patmos, as recorded in Revelation, He used 
the word church about twenty times, and every 
time as referring to a local body of believers. 

‘she second time that our Savior promised 
that there would be a New Testament church on 
the earth until His return was when He instituted 
the Lord’s Supper. (He instituted the Lord’s 
Supper before His crucifixion; all churches hold 
that the Lord’s Supper is a New Testament church 
ordinance; then it follows absolutely that there 
was a New Testament church before the day of 
Pentecost.) In instituting the Supper, He said, 
“As often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup 
ye do show the Lord’s death TILL HE COME” (1 Cor. 
11:26.) Then Jesus said that the real Lord’s Sup- 
per would be celebrated on the earth “TILL HE 
CoME.” But everyone admits that the Lord’s 
Supper is a New Testament ordinance. If, now, 
the Lord’s Supper is a New Testament church 
ordinance, and the Savior said that the Lord’s 
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Supper would be on earth “till He come,” then 
there has been a real New Testament church on the 
earth since the night our Lord instituted the Lord’s 
Supper, and will be “‘till He come.” 

That this has been true, nine of the greatest 
men and historians have testified: 

Alexander Campbell (Disciple): “From the 
apostolic age to the present time the sentiments of 
Baptists and their practice of baptism have had 
a continued chain of advocates, and public monu- 
ments of their existence in every century canbe 
produced.” 

John Clark Ridpath (Methodist): “In the 
year one hundred all Christians were Baptists.” 

Zwingli: ‘The institution of the Anabap- 
tists is no novelty, but for thirteen hundred years 
has caused great trouble to the church.” 

Carainal Hosius (Catholic), president Coun- 
cil of Trent: “Were it not that the Baptists have 
been grievously tormented and cut off with the 
knife during the past twelve hundred years, they 
would swarm in greater numbers than all the 
Reformers.” 

Sir Isaac Newton: ‘fhe Baptists are the 
only body of Christians which has not symbolized 
with the church of Rome.” 

Mosheim (Lutheran): ‘Before the rise of 
Luther and Calvin, there lay secreted in almost all 
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the countries of Europe persons who adhered te- 
naciously to the principles of the modern Dutch 
Baptists.” 

Edinburgh Cyclopedia: “It must have al- 
ready occurred to our readers that the Baptists are 
the same sect of Christians that were formerly de- 
scribed under the appellation of Anabaptists. In- 
deed, this seems to have been their leading prin- 
ciple from the time of Tertullian to the present 
time.” Tertullian was born just fifty years after 
the death of John the Apostle. 

Prof. Wm. Cecil Duncan, professor of Latin 
and Greek, University of Louisiana: “Baptists do 
not, as do most Protestant denominations, date 
their origin from the Reformation of 1520. By 
means of that great religious movement, indeed, 
they were brought forth from comparative ob- 
scurity, into prominent notice, and through it a 
new and powerful impulse was given to their prin- 
ciples and practices in all of those countries 
which had renounced allegiance to the Pope of 
Rome. They did not, however, originate with the 
Reformation, for long before Luther lived, nay, 
long before the Roman Catholic church herself 
was known, Baptists and Baptist churches ex- 
isted and flourished in Europe, in Asia and in 
Africa.” 


The king of Holland, in 1819, appointed J. J. 
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Dermout, chaplain to the king, and Professor 
Ypeij, professor of theology in the University of 
Groningen, to write a history of the Dutch Re- 
formed church. In the authentic volume which 
they prepared and published at Breda, they de- 
vote one chapter to the Baptists in which they 
say: “We have now seen that the Baptists who 
were formerly called Anabaptists (some of these 
Anabaptists churches were not real New Testa- 
ment churches because they did not hold both the 
essential doctrines to a New Testament church.— 
T. T. M.), and in later times Mennonite (some 
of these Mennonite churches, for the same reason, 
were not New Testament churches.—T. T. M.), 
were the original Waldenses (likewise some of the 
Waldensian churches were not real New Testa 
‘ment churches—T. T. M.), and who long in the 
history of the church received the honor of that 
origin. On this account, the Baptists may be con- 
sidered as the only Christian community which 
has stood since the apostles, and as a Christian so- 
ciety has preserved pure the doctrines of the Gos- 
pel through all the ages. The perfectly correct in- 
ternal and external economy of the Baptist de- 
nomination tends to confirm the truth disputed by 
the Romish church that the Reformation brought 
about in the Sixteenth Century was in the highest 
degree necessary; and at the same time goes to 
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refute the erroneous notion of the Catholics that 
their communion is the most ancient.” 

The following testimony is taken from the 
great work, “Crossing the Centuries,’”’ by Wm. C. 
King, having as associate counselors, editors, col- 
laborators and contributors, such men as Cardinal 
Gibbons, Bishop John H. Vincent, Theodore Roose- 
velt, Woodrow Wilson, David Starr Jordan, former 
president Leland Stanford University; P. S. Hen- 
son; Patrick J. Healy, Catholic University of 
American; Lyman Abbott, editor The Outlook; E. 
Benj. Andrews, chancellor University of Nebras- 
ka; senj. D. Hahn, authority on archeology, phil- 
ology and theology; Albert Bushnell Hart, Ph. D., 
LL. D., Litt. D., head department of history, Har- 
vard University; W. H. P. Faunce, president 
Brown University; Geo. B. Adams, M. A., Ph. D., 
Litt. D., the University of Yale; E. B. Hurlbert, 
M. A., the University of Chicago; A. F. Schauf- 
fler, secretary International Sunday School Les- 
sons Committee; Henry K. Carroll, editor staff 
The Christian Advocate: 

“Of the Baptists it may be said that they are 
not reformers. These people, comprising bodies 
of Christian believers known under various names 
in different countries, are entirely distinct and in- 
dependent of the Roman and Greek churches, have 
an unbroken continuity of existence from apostolic 
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days down through the centuries. Throughout 
this long period they were bitterly persecuted for 
heresy, driven from country to country, disfran- 
chised, deprived of their property, imprisoned, 
tortured and slain by the thousands, yet they 
swerved not from their New Testament faith, doc- 
trine and adherence.” 


CHAPTER V. : 
THE GREAT OBJECTION TO BAPTIST CHURCHES. 


The greatest objection to Baptists on the part 
of other people is what is called “Close Commun- 
ion.” But it will now be shown that whenever 
there is “Open Communion,” there is, in the sight 
of God, no Lord’s Supper at all; that for Baptists 
to give up “Close Communion” would mean to blot 
the real Lord’s Supper from the face of the earth; 
and that Baptists teaching and practicing “Close 
Communion” proves absolutely that they are the 
New Testament churches, and that they come 
down from the time of Christ. 

Baptism is symbolic: “Therefore we were 
buried with Him by baptism unto death, that like 
as Christ was raised up from the dead through 
the glory of the Father, even so, we also should 
walk in newness of life’ (Rom. 6:4). Hence, in 


the nature of the case, when the symbol is abseatay icoe 
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there is no baptism, for the baptism is the sym- 
bol itself. Likewise, the Lord’s Supper is sym- 
bolic, and if the symbol is not there, then there 
is no Lord’s Supper. In first Cor. 10:17, we are 
told what the Lord’s Supper symbolizes: “For 
we being many are one bread and one body for we 
are all partakers of that one bread.” Then the 
Lord’s Supper is to be a picture, a symbol, of the 
Lord’s one body. There is one loaf of bread to 
represent His one body, and the church celebrat- 
ing the supper is to be “one bread and one body.” 
Suppose now that those celebrating the supper 
are not “one bread and one body”; suppose they 
are divided, and so not one body? Notice God’s 
teachings, 1 Cor. 11:18-20, R. V.: “For first 
of all when ye come together in the church I hear 
that divisions exist among you; and I partly be- 
lieve it. For there must also be factions among 
you that they that are approved may be made man- 
ifest among you. When therefore ye assemble 
yourselves together, it is not possible to eat the 
Lord’s Supper.” Wherever, then, there are divi- 
sions in the body gathered round the table, God’s 
Word says that it is not possible to eat the Lord’s 
Supper. But whenever there is Open Communion, 
there is always division. The very term Open 
Communion indicates that there are divisions. 
Then whenever there is Open Communion or di- 
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visions around the table, God’s Word says it is 
not possible to eat the Lord’s Supper. Then in the 
sight of God there is no Lord’s Supper at all, 
whenever there is Open Communion. The world 
calls it the Lord’s Supper, just as the world calls 
sprinkling and pouring, baptism; but whenever 
there is division, Open Communion, God says it is 
not possible to eat the Lord’s Supper. Picture 
Methodists and Presbyterians and Disciples in 
Open Communion, the Presbyterian with his Cal- 
vinism, the Methodist with his salvation partly 
of works, and the Disciple with his immersion in 
order to the remission of sins. Are there not 
divisions there? Why, if what the Disciple teaches 
is true, the Methodists and the Presbyterians have 
no remission of sins and are going to hell. They 
call it, and the world calls it, Open Communion; 
but God says it is not possible to eat the Lord’s 
Supper, because there are divisions there. 

If now, when there are divisions, there is no 
Lord’s Supper in the sight of God, then for Bap- 
tists to give up what is cailed “Close Communion” 
and practice what is called Open Communion, 
would mean that there would be no Lord’s Sup- 
per on the earth at all. 


Now, the Savior, in instituting the supper, 
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said, 1 Cor. 11:26: “As often as ye eat this bread 
and drink this cup ye do show the Lord’s death 
TILL HE COME.” Then Jesus said that there would 
be a real celebration of the Lord’s Supper “till He 
come.” But God’s Word says plainly that it is not 
possible to eat the Lord’s Supper when there are 
divisions, or Open Communion. Then Jesus said 
there would be the real Lord’s Supper, which is 
without division, or Close Communion, “till He 
come.” But Baptists are the only ones who do 
practice Close Communion. Then they are the 
churches that come down from the time of Christ. 


CHAPTER VI. 
SCRIPTURAL ATTITUDE OF BAPTIST CHURCHES. 


Because Baptist churches are New Testament 
churches, they are under the most solemn obliga- 
tion to “earnestly contend for the faith once de- 
livered to the saints” (Jude 3). The question 
arises, What should be the attitude of Baptist 
churches and Baptists toward other churches? 

Let it be understood that it should not be 
that of bitterness nor harshness. There is a vast 
difference between earnestly contending and bit- 
terly contending. While there has been great 
harm done by Baptists’ compromising the truth, 
there probably has been as great or greater harm 
done by the bitter spirit in which some of us have 
contended for the faith. Not only should there 
be no bitterness, but there should be tender love 
for everyone who is redeemed, whatever his re- 
ligious errors may be; for, “Everyone that lov- 
eth Him that begat loveth Him also that is begot- 
ten of Him” (1 John 5:1). 

Baptist churches and Baptists should rejoice 
in all the truth that any people hold. “And John 
answered and said, Master, we saw one casting 
out devils in Thy name; and we forbade him, be- 
‘eause he followed not with us. And Jesus said 
unto him, Forbid him not: for he that is not 
against us is for us” (Luke 9:49-50). 
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But the question arises, Baptist churches be- 
ing New Testament churches, what should be tne 
attitude of Baptists and Baptist churches toward 
the religious errors of other people? Let two 
principles be laid down: whenever Baptists or 
Baptist churches make stronger efforts to reach 
other people in religious error than they make to 
reach outsiders, they are sectarians and bigots. 
Second, whenever they make less efforts to reach 
people in other religious bodies than they make 
to reach outsiders, they are cowardly bowing to a 
maudlin sentiment, and are betraying their trust 
in being unfaithful to their Lord. For instance, 
there are churches that do not teach the New 
Testament way of salvation through believing on 
Christ as complete, eternal Redeemer from all in- 
iquity. Then whenever Baptist churches and Bap- 
tists make less efforts to lead these people to ac- 
cept the New Testament way of salvation than 
they make to get the outside world to see it and 
accept it, it is from pure cowardice and a betrayal 
of their solemn trust. There are people who 
do not know the way of New Testament baptism. 
Whenever Baptists and Baptist churches fail to 
make the same effort to reach these people with 
this truth that they make toward the outside 
world, they are compromising and betraying their 
sacred trust. Whenever they make a greater ef- 
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fort to get them to accept this truth than they 
make to get the outside world to accept it, it is 
from a party or sectarian spirit. 

This runs across the popular conception of 
denominational courtesy and comity. But who 
gave any man or set of men authority to set up 
_ institutions or doctrines contrary to New Testa- 

ment churches and doctrines? And who made it 
obligatory that New Testament churches should 
bow to these institutions and doctrines and not 
“earnestly contend for the faith”? 

It has been shown that the two essential doc- 
trines of a New Testament church are the way 
of salvation and the way of baptism; “Go ye, there- 
fore, and make disciples of all the nations, baptiz- 
ing them” (Matt. 28:19). But the remainder of 
the commission is still in force, “teaching them 
to observe all things.” So many of our churches 
and people have stopped with the two essential 
doctrines instead of reaching out earnestly for 
the “all things.” We should not only welcome all 
truth, but should yearn for it, and strive to in- 
corporate all truth into our work and lives, “for 
the truth shall make you free.” We would as 
_ well face the fact that while other churches are 
not New Testament churches, not standing for 
both essential doctrines to a New Testament 

church, yet some of them have gone far beyond 
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some of our churches in reaching out after other 
truths and doctrines of God’s Word, and in in- 
corporating other truths and doctrines into their 
lives. How the lives and sacrifices of many of 
these other Christian bodies put some of our Bap- 
tist people and churches to shame! Oh, for a re- 
vival among our Baptist churches that will lead 
them to reach out intensely, earnestly for all the 
doctrines, all the teachings of God’s Word! 


CHAPTER VII. 
PROPER ATTITUDE OF BAPTISTS. 


A word in concluding these thoughts on the 
New Testament church, concerning the proper at- 
titude of Baptist churches and Baptists toward 
other Baptists and other Baptist churches holding 
some religious errors. We should face the fact 
that some of our Baptist churches and some of 
our Baptists have greatly injured God’s cause 
by bitterness and harshness toward other de- 
nominations, because of their wrong doctrines. 
But we have probably inflicted a greater injury 
on God’s cause by our bitterness toward each 
other. The bitterness of Baptists toward other 
Baptists, whom they considered to be in error, 
is one of the great stumbling blocks to other 
peoples. “Him that is weak in the faith re- 
ceive ye but not to doubtful disputations.” It is 
true that Paul withstood Peter to the face because 
he was to be blamed; yet he did it in such a spirit 
that Peter afterward referred to him as “our 
beloved brother Paul.” 

But, alas! so often when we oppose an erring 
Baptist church or brother, we do it in a spirit that 
burns and tears and crushes. We should oppose 
errors held by Baptists as earnestly as we oppose 
errors held by others. Whenever we oppose errors 
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of Baptists less than we oppose the errors of 
others, we are sectarians and bigots. Whenever — 
we oppose the errors of our brethren or others 
in a bitter, rasping way, we are unworthy of our 
Savior and Lord who, in rebuking bitterness, 
said: “Ye know not what manner of spirit ye are 
of. For the Son of Man is not come to destroy 
men’s lives but to save them” (Luke 9:55, 56). 
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